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AESIRACT 

This paper provides a description and evaluation of 
the Ethnic Heritage Learning Resource Center, a program designed to 
provide a concentrated and personalized enrichment program of 
instruction to children showing severe reading deficiencies. 
Approximately 1,200 fourth and fifth graders drawn from eight schools 
in New York City participated. The Center used special ethnic 
materials, special procedures, and para-professionals. Each of the 
eight schools sent its own selected students to the center at least 
three times a week for a full day. There, the children learned about 
African or Hispanic culture and participated in reading related 
activities. Program evaluation consisted of a site visit conducted at 
the end of the project period, and of an examination of documents 
related to program implementation. Although the first evaluation 
objective called for a 100J sample of all 1200 children in the 
program, complete pre and post test scores of only 6U children were 
supplied from one of the eight schools involved. Findings indicate 
that the 6U children surveyed showed substantial reading growth over 
the course of the academic year. Even if the figures were more 
representative of the population, there is no clear proof that this 
growth is due to the program alone. (Author/AW) 
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Chapter 1 
THE PRCGRA.M 

This program involved approximately 1200 students drawn froa eight 
5chccl3 in School District 12 in New York City. These sfodents were pri:::^ay 
fourth ^rA fifth graders rar.gmg in age froa 9-12 who were individually 
selected for tlnis remediation and enrichment project on the basis of their 
reading scores. It was the aim of the project to provide a concentrated 
and personalized er^ichment program of instruction that would enable these 
childrsn to overccise severe reading deficiencies. 

The exp^ri:nental program Lnvcived utilization of existing facilities 
at 708 East Tremont Avenue, Bro.nx. N.Y. , at no expense to the program. 
X. niuseum-like study center has been developed to interest the children in 
their predcainantly African or Hispanic heritage, F-:.nding for this part 
of the total program was used to employ four paraprof essionals who assisted 
four program rnanagers (teachers). The teachers were eriployed under a separate 
Special Needs Program. Chapter 2M. Additional i.oney was used in the present 
program to p-irchase textbooks, supplies, postage, telephone fees, and carfare. 
The coordinator, who was director of th,e center, was paid from other funds. 

The rationale for the program was that the introduction of quality 
ethnic ^naterials. when properly utilized, could bridge the gap between the 

educationally advanUged and disadvantaged. This project, using paraprofessionals 

approach 

to assist teachers in ai, interdisciplinary^to ethnic studies, would serve 
to motivate and remediate students. The special materials a-xi procedures 
would hopef-olly involve the Lnterests of children of African and Hispanic 
origins as well as children of other ethnic background.. Such involvement 
combined with an individualized approach to reading-related activities would 
significantly improve their readLng. 
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This part of the total program, involving the use of four paraprof essional 
assistants, began on February 15, 197$ and was concluded at the end of the 
school year, June 26, 197$, During this period, each of the eight schools 
sent its own selected students to the Center three tunes a week for a full 
day. The Center serviced approximately 60 children each day. kn interview 
with the director revealed that most children were able to visit the Center 
four or five times during the entire academic year, or at least twice since 
the February funding date for this part of the total program. 

During their visit to the Center, children were encouraged to learn 
about the general culture of peoples of African or Hispanic heritage. 
A tour of th-e Center confirmed that a remarkable collection of cultural exhibits 
and artifacts had been assembled in a participator^^ museum-like setting. 
The facilities and atmosphere were conducive to extended stud^- and reflection, 
with teachers and assistants available to capitalize on reading^-related 
activities. With the aid of audio-visual equipment, children were shown 
a representative sampling of the history, geography, economy, and the arts 
of African and Hispanic cultures. 

Project money provided for the purchase of educational material directly 
related to the furtherance of reading skills and small group instruction. 
It also allowed the project to hire four paraprof essionals to aid the four 
regular teachers in grouping children for instruction in reading. These 
assistants worked on curriculum materials, maintained individual progress 
files on each child, provided bilingual services to the teachers, and carried 
out reading and learning activities with individuals or small groups of 
children under the supervision of the regular teachers. There was additional 
coordination and travel to the individual schools by teachers and assistants 
to follow-up on children seen at the Center and to conduct demonstration 
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lessons. 

Chapter II 
EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES 
Evaluation Ob^ctive #1: To determine whether, as a restdt of partici- 
pation in the program, the reading grade of the students sho\6 a statistically 
significant difference between pre-test and post-test scores. 
Subjects: All participants in the program. 

Methods and Procedures: The appropriate forms of the city-wide admin- 
istered reading tests (Metropolitan Achievement Test ^/7^, and NYC Reading 
Test ^/75) to be used to assess changes in reading. 

Analysis of Data : Data to be analyzed with a correlated t test design. 

Evaluation Objective #2: To evaluate the extent to which the program, 
as actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in the 
project proposal. 

Subjects : All participants in the program. 

Mpthods and Procedures : In order to evaluate the quality and extent 
to which the program was implemented, close monitoring of the program to 
be carried out by conducting a site visit at the end of the project period; 
by examining rosters containing lists of personnel working in the project, 
along with other documents related to the implementation of the program; 
and by maintaining contact with the project coordinator in order to obtain 
data on all aspects of the functioning of the project. 

Analysis of Data : A statement concerning the extent of implementation 
of the program to be made, and, where serious discrepancies exist between 
proposal and program, provide a description of those discrepancies. 
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SeveraJ llmlations were imposed on these evaluation procedures because 
of delays in implementing the evaluation design, and becaiise the specific 
funding for this proposal is but a small part of the support for the Center 
project as a whole. Although the first evaluation objective calls for a 
100^ sample of all 1200 children in the program, that data was not available 
foUovring a reasonable period of time. Instead, complete pre and post test 
scores for 64 children were supplied from one of the eight schools involved 
(C.S. 50). These are in all likelihood fourth and fifth grade children 
who are presumably t3rpical of program participants. Summary data on this 
group is presented in Chapter III. With reference to Evaluation Objective #2, 
monitoring of the program was confined to a final site visit and discussion 
of the project with the program coordinator. 

Chapter III 
FINDINGS 

Evaluation Objective #1: To determine whether, as a result of parti- 
cipation in the program, the reading grade of the students will show a 
statistically significant difference between pre-test and post-test scores. 

An intact sample of only 6k children from one school was used to make 
pre-post comparisons. Scores on the 1975 N.Y.C. Reading Test were converted 
to MAT equivalents with the assistance of experijnental conversion tables 
provided by the Office of Educational Evaluation. A t test for correlated 
means was perfor^ied between pre and post measures. Table I summarizes the 
principal results, .^s will be noted, a significant difference exists between 
the pre and post means, t^05(63) 5.^. If these 6k children are a represent 
tative sample of the 1200 children in the program, then substantial and 
significant reading growth occurred (average increase = .71 grade level 
equivalents). However, this is only 5^ of the program popiilation. 
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TABLE 1 



MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATED T TEST 



BETVj-EEN pre and post TESTINGS, }i=6k 



Item 



Pre 



Post 



Mean 



2.65 



3.36 



S.D. 



.9^ 



1.19 



t Score 



Evaluation Objective #2: To evaluate the extent to which the program, 
as actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in the 
project proposal. 

With the exception of difficulties encountered in the execution of 
the evaluation design, as noted above, there appeared to be no major dis- 
crepancies between the project as proposed arid that implemented. Inspection 
of the facilities demonstrated that the Center was providing an invaluable 
resource for the development of academic and reading interests. However, 
it was not possible to evaluate implementation as am ongoing process. 

Chapter IV 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Evaluation Objective #1 was not fulfilled because only 3i of the proposed 
100^ sample were evaluated on a pre-post basis. This is not an adequate 
sample of the program population, nor is there any assurance that the sample 
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is truly representative of the group^ With these reservations in mind, 
it should be noted that the 6^ children s\irveyed showed substantial reading 
growth over the course of an academic year. It would be very difficult, 
however, to attribute this growth to the prograji alone, even il these figures 
wore more truly representative. In the judgment of the present evaluator, 
visits to the Cultural Center on a twlce-a-semester basis aje not sufficient 
experience to account for any reading growth, even if followed up with 
coordinated lessons in the referring school. Nonetheless, statistically 
significant gains were found in the restricted sample. This may well 
he due to the important motivating experience this Center provides for 
stiimilating reading interests with concomitant growth in reading skills. 

Evaluation Objective #2 was partially achieved. Materials appear to 
have arrived and played a role in the working of the program. According 
to the coordinator's report, the four paraprof essionals were important 
adjujicts to the small-group instructional process. Yet evaluation monitoring 
was not available during the course of the academic year, and pre-post 
reading test data was not collected systematically. 

It is the recommendation of the present evaluator that the program 
he continued for the next academic year, but only under the condition 
that a more systematic data collection procedure is instituted. The lack 
of data for this evaluation makes any conclusion tenuous indeed^ Furthermore, 
the evaluator recommends that in future evaluation designs less emphasis 
should be paid to objectives requiring documented reading growth directly 
attributable to experiences at the Center. More indirect means might be 
found to show increased motivation and interest as a result of these 
experiences. This is a worthwhile and important cixltural program which 
is in need of better means for assessing its contribution to the lives of 
children. 
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28, Standardized Test Results completing this table.) 

read all footnotes. Attach additional sheets if necessary objectives. Before completing this form. 
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Identify test used and year of publication (MAT-58- CAT-70 
etc) ' 

Total number of participants In the activity. 
Identify the participants by specific grade level (e g 
grade 3. grade 5). Where several grades are combined " 
enter the last two digits of the component code. 
Total number of. participants Included In the pre and 
posttest calculations. 

1 - grade equivalent; 2 - percentile rank; 3 - z score; 
4 - Standard score (publisher's); 5 - stanlne; 6 - raw' 
•core; 7 - other. 



6/ 
7/ 

8/ 
9/ 



X2). 



SD " Standard Deviation 
Te.st statistics (e.g. , t; F; 
Obtained value 
Provide data for the following groups separately 
Neglected (code as N) , Delinquent (code as D) , 
and Handicapped (code as H) . Place the in- 
dicated code letter in the last column to 
signify Che subgroup evaluated. 
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